
SOUTHWESTERN BELL STUDY DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL DATA

(300.95)1 ~45.8%

(394.37) --:-4'-';-9.:,::·°=:-:c%~1
(324.59)1 -46.7% '

5.3 *' I21.75

I
(322.39) -47.3%
(212.54) -35.7% I
(180.79) -33.7%
(497.62) -59.0% i
(285.23) -51.3o/~

(273.07) -37.1 % i-,
-57.8%(584.82)

-
-45.6% [(389.58)-
-45.7% I(160.56)

(205.42) -29.6%
--

-- (807.44) -65.5%
(508.80) -59.2%

(1,145.95) -72.7%
(313.86) -39.1 %
(709.19) -57.7%._--_.

(858.76) -54.9%
(505.05) -54.6%
(253.62) -43.4%
(650.14) -76.2%

-- (359.16) -41.7%
(400.26) -59.7%
(276.20) -40.5% '

~,

(287.74) -43.6%

SWBT BCM DIFFERENCE % DIFFERENCE
ClLl CODE LOOP INV I AVG LOOP INV I Compared To Compared To

LINE HH SWBT SWBT

-- " - ,

_..._~

~---.-

(352.00) -50.8%
2,784.05 85.8%
1,947.28 56.1%

(2,718.56) -49.9%
13.63 4.7%--

-,-.._--- (460.56) -46.9%

-
(376.31 ) -8.6%

---- 13,510.10 823.4% t

-----
(174.46) -32.2%

(2,560.20) -33.0%_._-
(5,435.34) -53.3%
1,371.92 111.4%

------

(1,398.96) -26.0% i

,- (1,747.26) -29.7%

.---"
(558.84) -50.7% I

-_.- (1,857.23) -36.4% I

(5,570.93) -53.2%--- .~

-33.6~ Ij~-,467.59)
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SOUTHWESTERN BELL STUDY DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL DATA
SWBT BCM DIFFERENCE % DIFFERENCE

Clll CODE LOOP INV I AVG LOOP INV I Compared To Compared To
LINE HH SWBT SWBT

-

(297.96) -41 .0%
(1,286.42) -69.4% i
(1,032.24 -71.7% I

(233.59) -40.2% ;
(554.73) -58.8%
(218.58) -32.3%

(238.80) -37.6% i
(348.07) -46.3%
(328.53) -37.0%
(834.82) -58.3% I

(429.86 -46.1 %
(80.36) -15.1 %

(508.76) -49.2%
(189.11) -29.7%
(547.15) -68.3%-_.
(640.67) -66.3%

--'

(623.84) -49.7%
(365.58) -47.9%

-----
(199.75) -31.9%

r- I L-...-==================

j_~-----lli----1.~~~:~(;~-_~.. 428.8' 1---
_____ 97 1 . 1 A39.1.'l ;~~:~~t=~=

--. . ~~ I ~:~:~i ~--.----- ~~~:~~ 1--- ----

,--.,-. '--mI,.~~~:~~=-- ~!H~1·=::::- ~~:7~3=-=1~:-c...6'::-:2;::-'-i:1-------=-~'-=';':"::::~:'-:-~';-':
~~-~_~----1031 736:0~j-_= 311 :431-=-~~~' _(:.....:.4=24--=:..::..65.::..<)~ --=-5:...:..7...:..:.7--'01c-=-J0
.__.... ~_- 850'0_1._.__ 247.01 i _('--6-=-03-::-._00-=-')j--1 -7,...,,0_.9:-:%~1

105 1,51 8.E1 534.1 8 1---.---- _(:..::.9..::..84--=...::..33.::..<)j--" --=-6--'4...:..:.8:....:.~--10i
-·-----106\ 751.sr8~----- 318.27 (433.71)1 -57.7%1

.-- .- '1 07 i -922.C-41------ 41 0.89 i:==-== ---'-(5--:-1-::-1.--:-1::"'5)+-------5-=5=-.4--:%,.,-'
-..- ·--1 08 1 539.:i6~--- 329.87 (209.48) -38.8% .
f··--· --.- - ---.. _.-. ,.--.----.- -c..::=-=-::-':...,:.:-::-'J--------=::_=_:_~--. ---+w----~~;~ :;',~7------ ~~; :~}- -- .--- ---'-.:::~:...=~-=-~.:..;::~-=-g-+~I----~-=-~-~.:..:::;~~.:....J:
=--'-111 I 839. ~,_=== 383.85

J
'=:~= :---'-.(4.:..;:5:...=5...:..:.2::..;::8=) --=-5_4...:..:.3--'o/c~0 i

._._. __ 112 i 961.0Q_______ 568.86 .__ ..-'..:(3::.;:9:..;::2"':.1'::-::44)' --:4'=:0.:..::.8;-::o/c-=-l0

'-=~-- ~ ~~ I --1,~~~>~=--== ~~~::~~:~,==== -~g-~-~-:b--:~-'t~I----~~-~-'-:~--~--10I
115 i 647. ! 8 i 301.28 (345.89) 53 4o/c '

-----.-- 1161 376A2~ 263.99---------- (112.43) ~29:9%1
.--- '-'.' 117 -- 729.461- 333.oi-··------'-(3::-:9=-=6::-:-.3::-:9"-'1)'------::-5::..::4..:..:.3~%~

.--- --" 118!576:~._- 440.05-------- (136.63) -23.7% I
~.'.==- 11 91 _1.,659 46 __:__ 460.1 8~-~.=== ~-'-1-=-99:c.:c."::"29~)i-1-----=.7-=-2:"':".'-3o'--~.

120
1

67987\ 332.77 (347.10)1 -51.1%1
121 ! '-538. ~9-+-- 230.7~:=__-- - -'-'(:30~8~.:16~):======:-5:7~.2~olc:o\
122 i 1,450 70 474.46: (976.24)1 -67.3% I

==~-. 123
1

63569i= 396.8~.~==-
,_.__~_-_7521-~+- . 404.1~.1 _
__ 125 1 887 Q_J_, 558.4~_. _
_ .._ ..._ 126, 1,431 .•J?.1l... . 596.69-t-----
~.-----=m+==-- 932.44_._ __ 502.5~i _
_____..._1==28.-- 53::',.~...._.. 453.5~+- _
____ 129 ._,,03:::.06,__._. 524.39-1- _
______._130 637~~ 447.9§ _

----- 131 'I. ----- 80~-~.. _ 254.381-_...--
132. 96"' .01 326.35

r~ .. 133 1 1,256~42-+- 632.~?T_==

~;~1-- ~~;'f-~;,-----.. ~~~:~}[---
136

1

. __ 55L?2 === 380._~-8 i·~= __ -----:.(.,-17_7_.8_5+)1 -3,..",1-::.8_%,-11
_____ 137: 1,47~~~QL 7_52_.E?_?1___ (718.73)1 -4~8_=.8:....:%_1

I .__ 138 1 ... 64,~~}.~. 412.'!3'4 ---'('==-23~5=_=_._=__17~)------;::3:-=6.:..::.3=-=-°fi::_10I

139 I 1,034.09' 490.14 (543.94) -52.6% \
140576-:741--'-- 384.24---- (192.51) -33.4% i
141 i -2-,103-:8-5-,-----7-5-8.61------ ----(-=-1,'-=:-3-745==-=.:784-'-')+--------:-6:-':4-'-:.0=-=%::'-1[

=== __J.t:l_?-__, _. ._J[i ~-~98t=====~:500~i7~_.__J~_~.?1) -45.3°/J
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SOUTHWESTERN BELL STUDY DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL DATA
SWBT BCM DIFFERENCE % DIFFERENCE

ClLl CODE LOOP INV / AVG LOOP INV / Compared To Compared To
LINE HH SWBT SWBT

-

-

404%

-78.3~J

(902.17) -59.9%
(658.93) -65.1 % 1
(834.09) -58.1 %
(600.66) -54.3%

(1,121.90) -72.6%
(548.93) ·53.6%
(437.38) -44.1 %
(272.39) -36.9% I

(812.61 ) -54.6%
(330.90) -49.7%
(824.81 ) -61.8%

.. (201.05) -36.7% ,
(334.77) -59.1 %'
(345.87) -49.4%

(1,543.61 ) -70.5%
(305.57) -34.7% '
(648.97) -55.2% '

-
80.30 31.2%

(459.82) -48.0%
(220.84) -30.7% 1

(615.0-3) -60.2% !

(431.88) -56.8%
(658.46) -56.3% I
(137.75) -27.7% :
(498.98)1 -44.2%
(847.26) -66.9%
(585.64), -57.7%

-
(534.51 ) -59.6%_.

(80.57) -15.7%
(396.26) -45.6%
(238.44) -36.5%

81.52 20.3%
(1,688.52 -77.6% i
(1,064.13)!, -60.3%

(340.57) -50.7%
(391.97) -55.8%

-
-69.9% I(1,370.81 )

(541.84) -55.7%
-

-38.3% i(297.90)
(362.15 -46.9% .

-_.

(295.73) -41.9%
(1,555.53) -72.5%

(633.86) -58.9% i

(1,047.53): -63.5%
(368.59) -45.4%
(571.98) -59.6%

,
145 1,434.6

- 146 1, 105.5
147 1,545.!
148 1,023.7
149 990.9
150 738.0-_.

151 ___1.,488.:.1
152 666.1._---
153 _J ,334.3
154 547.2
155 566.B--. -_._----
156 ----- 700.0-----.._~

---~

157 _~,191.:S'

158 881.~._---
159 _1,174.Ji-_._-

r"

-- ----f2±=-~ '~~~~fr-- - ~~f:f==~

1:· .~~~:~~1==
i···· .. :~~:~~1---------
9 _.._ 465.70 I ~.::.=-~.... _
a! 675.57

:E~~--·=== ~g~:~~ i:==-~~~
0' 346.15 .".-.---_ ..~_ ..~

3 232.05
-'-"'-~--""'-~---'-

9 354.22 1
1

-.-sr- --- 647.441
--,-_.-
~______ 575.68 1.=" ---
5 525.98-t----- ....- .... -.-,- =-__ -116601 ' _-- 295576-.·;1~0- --- 337.49 i--

_ .. - 497. 16 i _
162' 718,: 7 497.42 i

_~'~'= ~~~~I -1,~~~3~~~~--_ ~~~:~f~=~~~
______ 165'.. 1,169.4~_ 510.94[=~=_._.... *t-__·_496.J1l+--_ 358.85 : _

__ ~_ 1,129J'\~E____ 630.90
168 1,266.b1..L 419.37 _

.~ -:~TI[i, _1:~~~:~.•..;~-= :;~:~~-- 1321 371
171 ' 897.t~*1 362.53,

.~...•~ -.jm =i,t--: m:~!t~::
c-- ..--- 176! 2, 175.l5 ,- 486.93 ------

----- 1771 - 1,765: ,.i4'--------mf31·--
~_. 1781=_=~67~··.ill~.===- 331.79

179 ) 701.86 309.88

:=- .=••.±m -~'~~1~!H:=----= ~;g:~~--==-~~~-
182 ! 77731 479.71

----... 183 I - 7il-. 981--- 409.73
----..•• 184t---' 705.)9~-- 409.36' -----

--'--185! -2;i46®==~_ 590.77:==~~~

186 -.:! ,07~: 39. ~1.53. _

-- ~ ~~ '~- J '~~t ~~ --------~~-------
'- ----.-, -t·---- .-- --

189 959 78. 387.80,-- ---"- I h_. .__----=-~=_=

____ 190L__.. __J~_?~4 ~ ·_. ?§9.80 (974.77)]
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SOUTHWESTERN BELL STUDY DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL DATA
SWBT BCM DIFFERENCE % DIFFERENCE

CLLI CODE LOOP INV / AVG LOOP INV / Compared To Compared To
LINE HH SWBT SWBT

100=
, -_.-

1301.17} -49.5% '
(828.53) -56.8% i
(881.61) -65.5% 'I

(665.791 -57.2% I

-
(334.79) -45.7% I
(780.39) -65.0% I

(571.90) -49.8% i
(617.41) -56.7% !

(548.04) -45.7%
1645.321' -54.5% I

(201.58) -36.8%.-
(450.26) -45.4% I

(175.54) -22.8% I
-_."

-53.5% I(570.701
(959.76) -66.5% !--
(970.271 -48.1 %
(574.62) -65.7%

----.
(578.69) -49.1 %

(1,727.82) -64.6%
(3,722.25) -82.7%-

(536.48) -40.3%~--.
(331.41 ) -44.8%
(408.79) -32.1 %'

(2,109.31) -80.1 %-
__ ~14.l?_4) -45:Z~

973.05
486.57

.-

590.38-_.
342.81-

191 I . ',' 99. i~, i -..:;::(2:.:::::2~6.:.:::.2.-:::-4-'j-} --.:-1~8.:.::.9-:'-%::-1
192; 961.66-1- (475.091 -49.4%

i-----. 1931 ' ,740.' !ll ==:=~-(,-'-{~':":~~~:":'::~~~:.!j-~I=======:~~~~~:~~~~I
',____ ~ ~~ I ~~::j8t:-- 323.08

1

._ _ (445.63}\1 --=.5..:::..8.:...::.0-.'--%=_
196

1

, , ,499.3.!.1.ri----..- 442.74 .~_ (1,056.611 -70.5% I
, 97 . 2,339 .4 h----.--- 767. 13 '1 ...__. '.-'-(1-=-,5=..-7-",2-""3-.:6'-'!-)1· --::.6_7_.2-.'--%,-,'
198' , ,269.41~__ 577.88 __.__ (69' .57) ------:=-5:-::4-'-'.5::-.:%'7-1
199 i , ,833.5~---_ 549.16: (' ,284.42) -70.0% 1

200' 732.44, 397.65 1
-----

201 I , ,201.27 l ._._---- 420.88 t--·-
202 1, , 48.C~_..~ 576. ,71=====

203 i ' ,089.1'~._____ :~~:g~I--_--

,..-- -.=-~ i:~~Hh---- ~;~:~~ [--.==.= (482 37)!===1m -608.:!? I -~-== ..- 307.20:=====
2081 __~,457.b~_ 629.01
209: , ,345.05 463.44
210I',164.4~= 498.70 ==:.~.~~
21' 1. , ,073"~ii 425.59 1647.77}1 --::6'=0.:...:;.3:-:-%-::-I'1

___~_J.,824. :3.Q+_____ 658.63'==.=::= _ ('-,-,-,'6:....;6_.2_7+) -6-'-:3:-..:-9%:'-.
213 I 997.34 409.59 (588.35}1 ---'-5::...;:9;..;;..0=..-o'-'-~. '

- --._.. 2141 ' ,53' ·.rl--==--'-S0539==:__.. -----'-(9=..-2__,5_.2_7-',} -6:-:0:-.4,-%--:-il
, 215 I 1,354~~--1- .. 535.23 • ~(8=_1.:...::9;..;;..6=-7'_'1)I------'-6::...;:0;..;;..5=-~'-=-oI'

____ 2161 .. _ 846.~ 311 .39 _-'1-=-53_4_._=_96.,-',}Ir__-----:-6:-:::3-.2:-:~_:_o.
r 217 I 2,594. UL--.. 1,052.84 -'-11'-2-.,=_54.:-1;..;;..3=-5"-'-1) --=5..:::..9.:...;.4--=-%"--11
---- 218 1 1,558,56 494.99 (1,063.57) -68.2%'
,- .. _-- 21 9 i 1,581 25_~~=. 725 .8q]=::= _·_~.--=-(-=-85-=-5-.-45:::-'-}r-------:-5-:4-. 1-%~

,__ ..._ 2201 _ 865~. 439.18+-___ (426.13) -49.2%'

_._. ~~~ I _ ~ :~~~~~L ~~~:~~~:=.:: _--'~-=-~5::::.:6;~:~~~=~f-11'-----:::~:-::::~.:.:::::.:~-=-joI
----iffi--l,280~ . 536.88.'____ (743.57) -58.1 %

__'" _. 224 548~-----~46.50.t----
225 _ __ 99126~_ 541.0Q-L-_. _
226 769.28! 593.74 1

~ '~-'-'---

_ ..__._ 227 1,067~ ~96.89+-_. _
228, 1,443~ 483.29,

e • 2291 2,018~L= 1,048.6iL_~=
2301 874.41_~1_ 299.7~-,- _
231 ; 1,177.61 598.931-

,-- .--. 2321--~~-:ae- 947.04-1-::=
233

1
_~,49B.3~_.:- ]77.1()_' _

234: 1,33 .37 794.90
---,,-- 235; ----- 73~:~28i-"---407.88~------

,. ==.= ~~~ I ==:{:~~:f~~: -=== ~~~:l~r-1-:~==
=-:~:~~~_~=.2~_!.~):i2:==_l.L156.6~t·-·--
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SOUTHWESTERN BELL STUDY DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL DATA
SWST SCM DIFFERENCE % DIFFERENCE

CLLI CODE LOOP INV I AVG LOOP INV I Compared To Compared To
LINE HH SWBT SWBT

_..-r-

--
(822.46) -59.2% .

... (396.66) -31.4%
(2,628.76) -73.2%

-

-- (587.54) -50.2%

--
(1,033.16 -66.2%

~.. _-- (647.24) -52.9%
(675.93) -46.5% .

-
(906.10), -52.5%- .

(1,198.73) -68.5% i

-',..._.-
(526.84) -60.6% 1

_.._- (497,.20) -43.3% I
(860.33) -58.5%

--_.~-

_.. ,. (862.27) -53.9% •

-
(735.00) -71.8%

-
(1,169.31) -55.7%

--'-'-
(345.68) -32.6%
(183.23) -33.0%
(603.52) -52.4%

(1,009.35) -54.2%
- -

(754.95) -61.6% J

(1,248.85) -60.7%
(33.83) -5.5%

..-

-"'--
(677.08) -55.1 %
(783.95) -56.4%

-
-53.3%J(456.12)

(1,737.66) -66.4% I

-
(202.17) -22.5%

-
(883.30) -41.9% I

(1,901.45)\ -65.3%
(845.44) -64.5% I
(285.42) -39.1 %'

-
(228.05)1 -39.5%

(1,635.27) -76.1 %_...-
-59.7% i(969.10)

(473.49) -56.1 %
(623.19) -48.7% i
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SOU THWESTERN BELL STUDY DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL DATA

5000/< I- 0
--

-23.6% I
~ .,,-

(312.92)
(5 .21 ) -0.8%----,--"

454.17 28.0%

-._- (764.79 -45.7% i

(552.42) -41.4%1
-',._"-

-'--'- "-'-'-'--
(724.99) -44.4% I

48.61 3.9%
-',-'"-' ----

(970.87) -60.0% !
-

-.._---- (607.47) -31.5%
"._-- (9".50l -51.2%

"--_.. '-
(1,132.62) -60.2%

(465.25) -24.7%_.

- _.. (736.36) -34.7%
(1,182.15) -43.5%

---

--
(5,825.90)i -82.2%

(249.42) -21.7%
(1,390.29) -65.8%

-._-.- (2,271.69) -76.5%
(101.82)! -20.4%.._-

_. (2,665.17) -87.5%
(886.58)! -44.4%

-
(1,704.55) -66.0% .

- 757.08 43.2%

- -
(245.20) -11.6%

(1,068.07) -45.1 %
-

..'--.-.'- (53.52) -20.2%
(343.71 ) -41.3%

-
-34.4% !(808.81 )-'_ .. _-

(660.69) -57.0%
(891.19) -40.9%

-
(1,245.93) -44.1 % i

(238.81) -".3%!--
-.,-----

(272.84) -44.1 % i
(402.62) -61.0%

-"--"

SWBT BCM DIFFERENCE % DIFFERENCE
ClLl CODE LOOP INV / AVG LOOP INV / Compared To Compared To

LINE HH SWBT SWBT

t=:--

I

(1,964.84) -85.3% I
--- (781.61 ) -46.3% I

(659.77) -60.1 % i
(323.95) -38.2% I
(217.38) -16.7%
(483.94) -40.2% i
(280.62) -46.0% I

(1,059.19) -45.8%
(480.93) -37.2% :

1---- -----,,2-."-87-cE 2,303.7. D --. 338.92
l'-.- --.--

288__ _ 1,689.1) __ 907.56. .__,"-
~ ----,,2-."-89_~ 1,098.23 i_ 438.51 1 _

290. 848.2ll---__ 524.29
1

" . __ n __

f--- 291 1,304.0 rr== ,,086.68
1

_

"--- .. 2299231 : ,202.4ill-_ __ 718.521 _
.' 610.1~.. 329.501 __

294

1

_ 2,313.561 1,254.37/ .. _

-~ ~~~~:~~;:j~-- ~;;::~I-H- 1913671
2
29

97
8

1' _ 1,323.f 9" 1.010.67 :_=-=
_ 675.~~ 670.16

299' 1,624.<)[t -- 2,078.66 r ---.
300 I 1,674.L 8 909.69

__ 301 I 1.333·~!L__ _=~ - 781.12 t-==-
302 1,633. 2 908.13 i

__.__ ._.__ 3031 . __l.250.U2: =---- 1,298.62 .---
_____.. 3041 1,617 .·'L(--_... 646.60
. ._1Q§L '_,929.1~_. 1,321.52
, lML__J_,77&. ~_ __ 867.23 ~ _

.==~ _~-:~~~:'~~ I ~~--- 1,~~~:~~
~ 2,122.l9 1,386.13_

__ ._. .l.!Qj 2,714.~__ 1,532.63
311' 7,091.33 1,265.43

'~=-~=-~~-t~~~:~~1==-- ~~~:~f--'
"==~.l1±L- _~,96768 1= 695.99_==_~
______~ _ 498, 35 396.5~, _

-=~_ ~~~I -= ~:~~~i:: .__ 1,~~~:~~==~
i. 318· 2,58426 ... 879.71== 319! -',75278.L=_=- 2,509.8t~~~-
r'- 320 I 2, 111 1~_______ 1,865.9~f=_
____ 321 I 2,368!!.-__1,300.35 __
i------ 322

1

' 264.~._ 211. q +=. __

_____ 323. ._ 832~. . 488.78+-- __
, .__ 324, . 2,347~_. 1,539.1?t-_._

E=:-~-l:~~~:~~! :--- 1,i~~:~~r-~~=
l____• ~~~ I -%:~~;::~~r_-... ~ :~~~:~~--

'--- 3291----6H(1)'2-- . 346.1-8!--

=~:~=:=_66c:.?lT-= 257 .69~:-:"

=-=~ ~;;I ;:~~~'1I===-- ~ :;~~:~~ !== __ -,--:(1,--,,~~=~::-:::;~:~::-:~~~I --:~~:-:~,-:-::;::--:~:-=--,o!
~ _ 3331 __ l ..,97~).2L__ 3,733.~1..L 1,757.861 89.0% I
'_._ _33.tl. },23:1,:..87 ,_____ ~,59.6.49 1,362.62..L-! " 0.4.%
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SOUTHWESTERN BELL STUDY DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL DATA
SWBT BCM DIFFERENCE % DIFFERENCE

CLLI CODE LOOP INV / AVG LOOP INV I Compared To Compared To

~"
LINE HH SWBT SWBT

- °..-

69.27 8.1% i

(1,030.60) -47.8% I
-
(2,297.45) -63.6%

(942.03) -34.7% i

----

0"_--_.
(1,740.08) -48.4%
(1,031.11) -40.8%
(1,530.49) -63.1 %

.- ~..__.__..~ (97.66) -10.5%

.-----
(807.04) -46.1 %

(1,635.44) -73.0%
(2,192.22) -79.3%

----,-

.. ~,~,_ ..._~.-
(344.24) -26.2%

---_ ..._--. (857.26) -61.2%
-

3351 3,593.4l,r- 1,853.41 !
336. '.' 2,525.8(.•...Jt 1,494.69 _
337~'_. 2,426.7":,,.{ '. 896.29,
338 926.6,1. 829.03 '.

"--,"---

'.'.. '-.'.-', 339, ,1,750.1.~+--., 943.14
__....._-_~ 2,241 .5.,,'}+------ _ 606.06

. ~_ 2,765.6 7 • 573.45:
342· 1,315.1 970.87

----. ~:~ I ' __1,~~g:~~:-====- ;~~: ~ ~ i (309.19) 49.1 % ,==:- ~:~ I ~:~~~:~~L •- 1,~~~:g~ 1 •••=--(1~~~:...::~~~-'-.::~:-:=~-'j-: ----~--:-~-::-~-'-.::~::-:-~-=-io
347 1,883.4 2! 1,236.27, (647 15) 344'* I

_______. 3481 - 859.44 _._=_. 928.71 I

349 2,157 .J ti 1,126.58 ~ _
350 3,614.1?- 1,316.73 _
3511 2,714.08 __ 1,772.04
352 ' 1,642.c.,4T 3,098.25 t---~- 1,456.21 88.7% :
353 I 2,576.631-=----=--- 1,049.04r=:::: --(--,-,1'-'-,::5=2::'-';7:;.-=--6~0::)+-1-_-_-_-_-_-_--=--"'5~9:.3:;%-=i

. 354 . 1,995.~'~T-----' 868.301_____ ---,(-:-,1'c-1-=:-27-::-::c-45-=--,)t-' -=-5~6_5~%-:--'1

: ~ ;~~I~___ 1,~~~:~~ u: _(_2(,-,,-~-,-g~_:--:-~~--=:t__-----'~~'-;:~----':~:;"";~---1
== .._.._~ 1~~~~:~t+----.-- ~~~:~~l •• =- .._c~,--~6_2~_:=-~~---'-:t----- __----=~~---,-~_:~--'-~.,.-jo!

___ 359 I 688.)~+-- 481.02. __ , -,-=(2=..:0;..:.7-=-.;'7-=64) --=3~0=.2:...:.'*""-I0

3601 1,243.:~8 1,452.71 208.73 16.8%
h__~=:_ 361 i 1,71 8.r)J,~-===-_ 1,766.231==:::: -'-=-.:-4--=-7-.7-=-2+-------'--2--'-.8--'-%-:-l
' 3621 ,_1,796.]0 ,_ 1,332.39' _._-'-(4-::-64-=:-.-::-5-::-'0)+-- -2:-:5_.9:-0It--:-l0I

___ 363 I 2,389.3.1_______ 1,221.78, ~(1-,-,1-,--,6:;....;8-,-.0::.-.;3"",) -4_=8____'.9:;"";%--:-1
___ 364

1

796. 1~1 380.62:. ----:-:_-'-::(4:.-:-1_::_5::.::::.5_:::2-'1-) --:::-5='2.:.::::2'-::-c%::-i
365:' 2,593.71 680.23 (1,913.48) -73.8%._-=: 366 '_..1,524 ~ 1i:~== 686.67 +::=-:=: --'--'-(8'-3--'-7-.4-'6-'+)------::-5-4--:.9--'-,*.,.-jo"

-- --- ~~~ I -1 '~~~:~~ i . 1,~~~:~~------ :~~ ~ :~::I. :~~:~~

,~~==~-~ :~~; ff--- ~~~:~~:=== :~~~:~~:======:=~~::~~:~~~:
~ .. ---' 371 "-',74602 1--- 1,278.04'----------(~4-67==-.--=-9=8)t------2-=6----'.8----''*----10===:. 372 i -- 55096 .. 420.2~ .__-:(:::-13=:-,0=--".-=:--75::-'):-----__----:-2::-:3:-.7~°:--:-l~
______ 373! 2,2476QL_. 1,715.17 __-'-(~53~2::.:...4.,:,:3::-'1)-----_:::273::.-::.7-"%::-i

3741 2.32632 1,415.15 (911.17) -39.2%
-- ---'. 375 I 1,36721 418.9'7--- ---"-(==-94-8-.2-4'--',)I---'------6'-"9----'.4"-0'---<YoI.

-". !. ------ .--+-------- --- .--- --'7=-=-=-~r_______--_______:::_:::_:_:~

____ 3761 _1 ,41J?§.~_.--- 1,022.5~ ..:..:(3,--,,9-'-3_.0__7'-+-)1------2=-7-.8__°:-:-1~I, -¥h---__',09Jl,~+______ 1,358.9§L .. 267.67

1

1 24.5%'
___, ~--2,0514~ J-'263.54 7"- ~('-=--7787:,_:.c::.89=)+-----_:-3:-::::8:.:-,.4::-"%--=-1

379, 1,921.06 811.72, (1,109.34) -57.7%
__-~-_: 380 I '--~-,1-8C':44:---·-1-:--14-4-.i4r-::::_-,-(-,-,1,=0~35,=--=-.~70=)1--__----::-4:.-::7..:,;::.5:-::'*7-1°i

! 381 1 __ 44~'14~_,__ 362.4?t .__---'(-=--83==-.=2---'7)~_---1....;:8_.7----'01c____10

, 38?-l_. .!!?-_E :;34 46J_:.Q9· __J465.Z?_1'-L -=5~0=.2:..:%.~
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SOUTHWESTERN BELL STUDY DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL DATA
SWBT BCM DIFFERENCE 0/0 DIFFERENCE

ClLl CODE LOOP INV / AVG LOOP INV 1 Compared To Compared To
LINE HH SWBT SWBT

,
(2,218.32) -73.9%

(228.13) -14.3% '
(650.37) -21.6%

(1,335.16) -33.7%
(1.005.20) -52.3% !

(722.14) -41.5% i

(1,200.26) -49.7%
(923.16) -49.3%i

(1,160.55) -54.3%
(431.85) -58.9%

(2,034.82) -60.3% i

(544.00) -26.3% I
(1,591.81) -53.4% '

(983.99) -45.2% '
(808.58) -38.1 %
(140.75) -28.7% .
(297.97) -17.4%

(2,341.63) . -66.0%
(1,069.37) -53.1 %
(1,670.75) -69.1 %

(1,323.86) -68.0%

--
(744.56) -49.9%
(231.59) -9.1 %
(135.70) -7.9%

(1,316.46) -84.9%
- 0

=; .1 . _

383F-~llt 623.31 I ~-- .

~-~-! •Um:.l, --·d~H~l=~
,--- __~ 1,551.2:)' __ -_···_ ..' 234.741'--'---

_ ~~~ ~___ ~:~~~:~t_1.~~ __ .(2~;~~:~~1-----=:-~:..:::::~..:.:::~:--:~.=...;O'i

~~~' :~~:~i~__-- 1, ~~~:~~--·-·-_{~-=-:~;=-=-::-'-~'-)1-- 1_-~:....:~=-=-:~::-::.......;~!
392 2, 114.1S"t 880.27 -.:...{1...:...,2=-:3::-:3_.9--:1:-'t) -.....".5-=-8.....".4_%:-i
393 722.161 .__ 389.70 i.---- ~(3:....:3c..::;;2_=_.4'--"'6_'t_) -4-=6'-.0:;....:%'--11
394 1,237.021 865.12 j (371.90) -30.1 % .---=--:-:=-r-----'--:--c__=__: -+.--.-. , .... ---- - .--'-__-::-'i----.~-=--,----

395 825.62 514.21 (311.40) -37.7% I

396 884.331------·· 705.791------ -- -(~::-17'-----'8-'---.5..:..:4'-'1),-----~2-'-0:...:..2---'-%"-I1

---·--.· .••--~2~4.¥I.-.· 1,119.661_ ....==. =....-.=..=. (1,843.81)1 ----'-6=2=.2:...:.%_1
._._. ~ 2,018.::,!- . 915.46 _ __ ___ (1 102 89) -54 6% '

---~ ~:~~~:~~~- -- 1,~~~:~~ r----__ =~ 3,007.60_=-- 2,357.23;:==.:~_

._.~ 3,956'~.•.!'4-. 2,621.19j - --.. -.. -

..__~ 1,920.J4 915.74).___
, . 404 i . 1,739..'~t-__... 1,017.64 _

'_=-==--= :g~ l .--- ~:~;~:i;h=---·. 1'~~~:~~ :===:==

-- :g~1 '==';;~:;'~------ ~6~:~;t==-:·=
__ 409 i 3,372.1-_____ 1,337.35
_____ 410 i 2,071 :2-1_ 1,527.27. _

____. 411 I 2,979.29 1,387.48 _
412, 2,175.76. 1,191.76,

,-.- .._- .' --1--.-. -']'-- .-----.

413 2,123.49, 1,314.911
===~==_491.1{~ . 350.39=~-----

-_:~__=~+_---~:~~~:~;-E-. ~ :~~~:~~F-:=
417. ~,014,7Q____ 945.3~.:_ ..... _

=-=-- :~~I ~:~~~'~}--= 1,~:~:~~_== __ =- (940.53)1 -45.2%'
420 3,651!t~------ 1,993.4~, (1,658.54) . -45.4%1
421'1 _1,77299L- .-- 1,298.19.....L ----- (474.80)\ -26.8%,

,_~_ 422 _ 2,387 31!~ .....1l74.6!?_~ (1,212.72), -50.8% I
423' J ,4067QL 1,161.5~~ __ {245.16)1 -17.4% i

424 i 2,608,81 1,456.56' (1, 152.25)i -44.2% i
- ._- 425 2,475 22-- 1,504.73-- ----- . (970.49)' -39.2% I

426
1

====1.,415[~+-t'--- 1,286.5?=-==_(1,129.47) -46.7% :
_____ 427 I 949 "5?~ __ .. 1,355.9?r______ 406.42 42.8% I
_____ 428 i _1 ,925'~~1 . 1, 135.2§+.-_ .___ (790.18) -41.0% I

_. 42~--},1041-~~1 ~16.9;?L---- (1,287.20) -61.2%
__. 430,,- . _68~ ,}?, ~23_:1.~:, (365.89) -53.1 % !
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SOUTHWESTERN BELL STUDY DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL DATA

1350 191i - 0. __._--
12,609.96) -83.6%

(680.72) -40.0%

- - .._- (3,068.99) -68.6%

-,--- (844.31 ) -43.4% :

- -- 11,242.32) -54.5%
11,368.19) -50.3%

.-------
(1,177.551 -48.3% i
(1,185.05) -47.7%

_._._- 11,669.10) -55.0% i
(479.68) -55.4%

(2,241.44) -67.1 %
------

. ----_ ...- (78.51) -8.3%
11,315.29) -48.3%

--"'..-,- -

-,,--
(2,511.36) -64.6% I

-'--'-. -'-
1174.92) -36.9% ,
(615.70) -25.5%.._-.

----- (1,234.98) -52.2%
(1,214.15) -45.3%-_.-

-"_"-
(383.59) -22.6%
1190.29) -27.2%

---

11,309.481 -86.9%._..._..

._.- 12,556.08) -61.6%
12,847.22) -74.1 %

-"'-"-

-47.1%1_._- (638.49)
(304.79) -20.1 %

---

-- (1,213.091 -36.6% I

11,279.16) -58.2%_._--
-13.9%1..-,--- .. 1180.03)

_.-.'--'
(361.90) -43.6%
(546.57) -17.4%

----- .-

_.,. 11,193.90) -56.0%
(563.36) -24.3%....-

-, 681.17 . 42.2%
11,077.79) -40.5%

--"--

1425.83)1
'--"'--'

-24.1 % I

285.50
513.61

1,022.12,
1,406.52 '

if-.~~i:~iH~:=~=
438' 2,436.9H=~__ 1,259.43 :,:=_=

'i-~==-439143490 2,485,'1-+___ 1,300.06_
4401 3,033.8~__ 1,364.79 i---

r------- 441 I, 865 I; 5 I 385 88 '

--~ -3,~~~:k-- ~- -!Q~
444 2,724.' 1 , 1,408.83 1

___ 4451 __3,888.~h~--- , , 1,377.56==

_-!f==446, 473._E~ 298.59 1 __

__,447 __ 2,411'~.,!,',~r,, , 1,796.25.",_,_"
, , 448 __ 2,363.~l~~___ 1,128.97 j_

____,_~449, 2,681.'~, 1,467.57+ __
____", 450 1,695.b.§.C 1,311.961. _

451 699.84: 509.56

452 r _ ,--1,506',8,~-,_,-,-- 197.36t==:
453~ 1,149. 18_1-__ 1,593.70

_____" 454' _ 3,843.U3~__, 995.81
__ 4551 _.1,356.,:6~__ 717.97

456 , 1,514. ':)8 1,209.89
,----,- I ----'---;-'- 'r--

457 3,317.19~ 2,104.10,--- ',-,--1lli==- ~:~~~~ ------- '1 ,~~ ::~~:---:

~==:~~ ~=.l,~~~ ~};::..= -~_j-~~--
, 462 ,_2,131 }J) , 937.29 ,_
.__, ,,__~__?-,314 ~ , 1,750.88

____ 464 i ,_2,615 ~-+_____ 2,296.31~ _
465 i 2,662 83 1,585.04

_____ 4661 -i,763 28 :=== 1,337.45 ,,-- _

_=~ :~~\-=)~~~~~~-- ~:~~~:~~:== -(~~:~~~~~~:~~6~\t:1========-~~~~:~~~::=:i
=,:_ *_:_-1--~~~~I~i----l '~~~: ~ ~:=--- ==-----=-~_=_::=_:-;~--'l+-I -:-1:-'"-~_:~=_:~-;-:I______-m- J, 156 ~~____ 2,027. 1~+_ (,-,-,1,~1=2~9.:-4-,-'1)'1--' -3:0-'50.-:-.8",-%~o
______ 4721 __?,617~~____1 ,847.2()L- ---,1-==-77-=-0::-:-'-,:-70~)r--__'----::-2::-=,9-,,-:.4=_:%7'1'

473 I 2.542 52 1,776.51 , 1766.01l -30.1 %
--------, ---j----------"t'-------- ---=--~--"---"-----~-.,_1

___ 474 _' 706.~~ 425 .8;~L -",:12=_=8:-=-0-=--;.7,-:-1-'t-) --:::3:::-9-=--;.7~%_::_10I
,___ 475 i ?.. 202~~L-- ' 531.4? .-:(_1,-=,6_7_0-",.9_1+) -~7--'-5.~9-%:_11

f.----- 476 ' 1,2Ti ~~_7 941.o~[ __:--:-'-1733=-=6~.4-:'-:4::_'1)---___=-2=_=6.o..::.3=_:°Ic_::_10
477 • 3, 24C.70 1,380.64 __.:-11--'-',8:....;6_0_.0:....;6'-1-) ---:-5_7----,.4::-'%--:-11

~~==- 47?..L_ ==:LQ§F ·I4~====~=}]3_JS- 1892.06~1 -8=3::--:..7-'-%

SWBT BCM DIFFERENCE % DIFFERENCE
ClLl CODe LOOP INV / AVG LOOP INV / Compared To Compared To

LINE HH SWBT SWBT

--

431 635.6
432 3,123.5
433 1,702.8
434 4,475.5
435 1,945.8
436 2,280.3
437 2,718.3

--
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SOUTHWESTERN BELL STUDY DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL DATA
SWBT BCM DIFFERENCE % DIFFERENCE

ClLl CODE LOOP INV / AVG LOOP INV / Compared To Compared To
LINE HH SWBT SWBT

~" ._,. .. I

'--'-',-

(358.28) -47.9%---_.'-

-,.-~.- - (2,225.44) -60.4%
(80.33) -4.8%

_.-"-

._--- (415.18) -43.4%
-----_. (406.42) ·20.9% :

(1,030.87) -59.5%
(1,059.68) -48.6%-_._-

(1,311.33) -58.3%
_"-'-

-"'-"- --
(1,200.91 ) -90.1 %

(733.47) -35.2%
_.,_.~.,-

--'-
(657.76) -56.2%

-"---
(663.27) -31.6% I

--
(1,682.14) -46.9% I

(665.76) -56.9%
-,--- -

(3,205.83 -81.5%--..

._-- ..- (706.54) -67.3%
(479.97) -26.5%

-'.--.'-

....._--- (436.44 -21.8%

-
(1,746.93) -53.8% '

--
(1,490.26) -56.3%
(1,044.02) -38.1 %

--- -.
(15.54) -1.3% i

~-

58.76 21.6%i
..- (1,123.04) -51.0% I

(1,622.27) -52.1 %
~~.-

(46.57) -3.1 % i
1,805.63 54.4%

__g,406.17) -71.5% I

,
,-, ..._-----

- 1,561.52 -
1,501.87 .._--_._--
1,158.78
1,694.42

----~

479 -lLi-a:et-·--_· 390.34! ..._.

.__4-:8_0+--_·_·~-: 3,685.41==._. 1,459.97 ~.==

._.-::=~=~+--_ •. 1'~~~:~,h==-... -. 1'~:~:~~ I.=~
_4--,8_3-+--_..._ 1,947.0H J ,540.61 I" _._.

.__:~-=-~::_+_--- ;:~~~:~~==~_-1,~~g::~ ~:-==
486 2,249.6!tt___ 938.35'

___4~87-=-+- 1,333.02 • 132.11 ,
488 2,086.0~-=-~== 1,352.57 i-~.=

.__4~8-=-9+- -:1..,.,_1,-,6:-:;9_.5c:~. __.. __. 511 .74 1' '.
490 2,102.1 L .. 1,438.85· .._
491 3,586.~,~._. 1,903.921 _

,_..__ .__..-:4-=.9=.2+--___ 1, 169.E,tt____ 503.87
1

,

:~= .--}W-_-.. ~:~~~:~i~--·----- ~~;:~~ 1---· --ffit 1,808.~r7T------- 1 329 00 ,-'---
~=-=-.. -j-

496, 1,997.PI~ ._

~~~~..m= ~:~:~:~:~=~-

c. --Itm::fr=-= 1';~~:~~i __
-.502I 2,202 f.~" . 1,079.50

1 __ _
~ _ 3, 115.:~5 j . 1,493.09: __

____ 504 _ 1,526.h6 , 1,480.09. __ .
__ . 5051 3,316.'l4 . _.5,122.27

506 1 __ ~263. ~. 957Jl__ .. j
,-----....__ .__._._--._---------_.. , ._.._----_._'---~-
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OTHER PROXY CONCERNS

USE OF CENSUS BLOCK GROUP DATA NOT REFLECTIVE OF
COMPANIES OPERATIONS

~ CBG boundaries !lot consistent with LEC serving areas, nor
likely to map to new competitors serving areas.

~ Census data does not include business, or lines - models use
households as surrogate.

~ Census data available only every ten years - accuracy still
questioned.

PROXY MODEL ASSUMPTIONS
~ Mapping to closest Wire Center for distance not accurate.

• SWBT mapped portions of 16,820 CBGs to SWBT owned Wire
Centers in Texas; BCM assigns only 11,103 CBGs to SWBT
Wire Centers as closest; 10,806 CBGs assigned to SWBT
using closest owned criteria for entire CBG.

• BCM assumes square CBGs and uniform household density 
CBGs and wire center/exchange serving areas are irregular
shapes resulting in inaccurate cost.

~ Model makes assumptions regarding cable/fiber/circuitlswitch
cost and installation costs (loading factors, cable multipliers,
etc.)

~ Number of architecture assumptions; Right angle
feeder/distribution, tree/branch structure,

~ Assumptions for switch are unsubstantiated; Total lines are 1.75
times number of households and 79°k of local switch included
(700k of switch is assumed non-traffic sensitive pius 30% of
remaining 30% as local equals 790/0 NTS/local. Information from
2-3/95 FCC Universal Service Data Request could be used to
develop more realistic relationships.

Revised 2/19/96



DIFFERENCES IN CENSUS BLOCK GROUP MAPPING
SWBT AREAS IN EACH STATE

I II I % AREA Compared
j-___ __ NUMBER OF CBGs _ ~,_. , AREA , TO SWBT FCC OR

SWBT : CIosast i Closest II "WBT Closest . Closest:. Closest Closest
Mapped i Owned I (BCM) FCC DR I Owned I J!£Ml.-J! Owned BCM

ARKANSAS

KANSAS

MISSOURI

OKLAHOMA

TEXAS

2,349 1,446 1,451

3,401 2,103 2,005

5,059 3,133 3,508

4.280 2,709 2,690

16,820 10,806 11,103

18,957 15,505 17,006

30,053 23,319 23,203

19,948 16,104 16,649

29,453 24,743 24,505

87,432 74,548 73,847

81.8%

77.6%

80.7%

84.0%

85.3%

89.7%

77.2%

83.5%

83.2%

84.5%
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Comparison of
Submissions In Response to the FCC Universal Service Data Collection

v.
Benchmark Cost Model Data

ARKANSAS NECA Squer. HouI.hofel· R"Id,noe Bu,In... Swltoh.d

QW. MIl!! lin.. bin.. IbuI+r..) Y!!n
fg£ ~

I
ffiQ BCM FCC BCM

ALLTEL ARKAN8A8 INC 401691 I 8,142 8,976 69.348 68,666 I 64.960 14,803 79.763 160,183

J1KANSAS TEL CO lNr 401692 636 428 4.884 4,043 ,6,460 1,048 6.608 B,844
CENTRAL ARKANSAS TEL co 401897 272 464 ,,(H;;u -i,'. i ..... "l 2~1 17R 2.409 7.696
CENTURY TELEPHONE OF ARK 401706 1,806 1,743 11.867 13,404 12,966 2,243 16,211 .llt,321

CLEVELAND COUNTY TEL CO 401899 327 618 2,170 2.402 2,461 343 2.804 6,264

CONTEl OF ARKANSAS INC D 401730 6,630 6,178 68,437 72,997 71,462 14,617 86.979 169,681
CONTEl OF KANSAS INC· AR 401790 912 1,021 12,669 16.166 16,189 3,709 18,898 36,361

DECATUR TEL CO 401699 61 41 611 761 697 476 1,163 1,643

E. RITTER TEL CO 401722 600 472 3,307 4,641 3,487 616 4,102 10,162
GTE SOUTHWEST INC· AR 402080 6,064 6.661 66,481 73,736 64.894 11.611 76,406 161.296

LAVACA TEL CO· AR 401704 0 94 2,060 1,963 2.269 312 2,671 4.063
MADiSON COUNTY TEL CO IN 401709 0 443 2,130 2,812 2.340 676 3,016 6,161
MAGAZINE TEL CO 401710 0 276 688 1,618 771 85 856 3.539
MOUNTAIN HOME TEL CO INC 401711 636 608 12,443 12,949 14.031 3.154 17,186 28.326
MOUNTAIN VIEW TEL CO 401112 0 640 3,829 3,901 4,394 896 6,289 8.633

NORTHERN ARKANSAS Tel C 401113 631 660 4,292 4.601 4.921 716 6.642 10.066

PERCO TEL CO 401717 614 662 2,913 4.679 3.179 448 3,627 10.236
PRAIRIE GROVe TEL CO 401718 0 377 6,226 7.687 6.276 804 7.079 16.697
REDfiELD TEL CO INC 401720 111 133 1,236 1,492 1,414 166 1.669 3.264

RICE BELT TEL CO 401121 0 289 691 1.069 736 329 1.066 2,336
SCOTT COUNTY TELEPHONE 403031 200 374 0 864 96 7 103 1.890
SOUTH ARKAN8AS TEL CO IN 401702 1,199 906 2.868 3,406 2,794 480 3.274 7,448
SOUTHWEST ARKANSAS TEL 401724 961 1,442 4,163 18.144 4,661 432 4.983 39,690
SOUTHWESTERN BELL· AA 406211 18,967 17,006 620.712 547,409 686.988 198,983 784,971 1.197,467
TRI-COUNTY TEL CO INC 401726 1,200 1,178 4,304 6,389 4,721 606 5,326 11,788

WALNUT HILL TEL CO 401129 B3B 609 3,837 4,442 4,086 621 4,707 9,717

YELCOT TEL CO 401733 171 168 2,189 3,126 2,464 617 2,981 6,836
I YELL COUNTY TEL CO INC 401734 600 696 3,464 3.601 3,696 928 4.624 7,877

FCC BCM FCC BCM FCC FCC BCM

Data Sources: Data Reque.r ARDTINI Data Request ARTLOn Date Request Data Request ARTLOTt
1.699 CoM 1.169 Dat.&Ce/c.,Col.I 1.167 I. '7' Oate&C,,'cs,Co'.N
('993) (I990) " 990) ('990) (f9931 "9931 (f990)
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ALENCO COMMUNICATIONS 442090 1,300 2,622 426 1,149 467 168 616 2,613
BIG BEND TEL CO INC 442039 17,693 12,688 1,937 3,721 2,3B3 1,66B 3,941 8,140
BRAZORIA TEL CO 442040 200 297 4,066 4,367 4,639 674 6,113 9,663
BRAZOS TEL COOP INC 442041 1,071 773 868 1,188 923 178 1,101 2,699
CAMERON TELEPHONE COMP 440426 17B 377 846 1,249 920 138 1,068 2,732
CAP ROCK TEL CO INC 442046 4,BOO 3,317 1,877 2,397 1,9B9 463 2,442 6,243
CENTRAL TEL CO OF TEXAS 442114 4,176 4,629 123,332 114,834 124,386 33,278 167,663 261,199

CENTRAL TEXAS TEL COOP I 442062 2,983 3,349 3,193 3,668 3,304 490 3,794 7,783
CENTURY TEL CO OF SAN MA 442140 172 126 16,716 11,736 17,223 6,200 23,423 26,670
COLEMAN COUNTY TEL COO 442067 1,076 1,163 1,617 1,441 1,680 308 1,BBB 3,162
COLORADO VALLEY TEL COo 442069 898 767 4 3,613 6 662 667 7.903
COMANCHE COUNTY TEL CO 442060 1,183 946 4,140 4,426 4,210 792 6,002 9,682
COMMUNITY TEL CO 442061 328 769 0 l,23lJ 1,349 199 1,648 2,700
CONTEL OF TEXAS, INC. DBA 442164 30,914 38,326 120.031 178,977 166,628 29.6B9 186,217 391,612
CUMBY TEL COOP INC 442066 61 70 631 698 618 68 686 1,308
DELL TEL CORP INC· TX 442066 7,600 97 318 666 396 168 664 1,467
E.N,M.R. TEL COOp· I X ..42262 iU ... JtJti ":"Ef ""0'"7 l>R? '96 168 1984
EABTEX TEL COOP INC 442068 2,260 2,416 18,226 20,677 20.663 2,662 23.116 46,012
ELECTRA TEL CO, INC. 442069 176 170 0 1,621 1,360 364 1,704 3,327
HEX TEL COOP INC 442070 702 632 8,436 8,634 9,246 890 10,136 18.887
FIVE AREA TEL cooP INC 442071 2,000 1,617 1,173 1,122 1,206 188 1,394 2,464
FT BEND TEL CO 442072 631 639 13,670 19,718 18,044 4.367 22,411 43,133
GANADO TEL CO INC 442076 136 169 1,021 1,664 1,079 263 1,342 3,640
GTE SOUTHWEST INC· TX 442080 38,691 69,660 809,366 899,710 947,916 362,760 1.300,666 1,968,116
GUADALUPE VALLEY TEL CO 442083 1,860 1,769 0 16,898 17,048 2,821 19,869 34,777
HILL COUNTRY TEL COOP INC 442086 2,872 3,087 7,191 7,466 8,624 1,910 10,434 16,332
INDUSTRY TEL CO 442093 226 461 1,206 2,173 1,361 304 1,666 4,763
KERRVILLE TEL CO 442097 467 714 10,701 10,978 12,812 4,311 17,123 24,014
LA WARD TEL EXCH INC 442103 236 268 772 691 839 210 1.049 1,612
LAKE DAllAS TEL CO 442101 36 14 3,770 3,441 4,433 744 6,177 7,627
LAKE LIVINGSTON TEL co 442104 8 24 918 1,113 972 86 1,067 2,436

LIPAN TEL CO 442106 200 386 816 1,681 897 86 982 3,468
LIVINGSTON TEL CO 442107 83 133 2 3,196 3 1 4 6,991
LUFKIN-CONROE TEL EXCH IN 442109 1.609 1,641 48,974 49,676 64,982 10,316 66,298 108,448

MID·PLAINS RURAL TEL COOP 442112 3,780 2,116 2,120 1,761 1,926 278 2,204 3,866
MUENSTER TEL CORP OF lEX 442116 478 667 2,190 3,144 2,363 466 2,818 6,878
NORTH TEXAS TEL CO 442043 0 29 0 327 669 106 774 716
PEOPLE8 TEL COOP 442130 606 666 6,349 7,134 7,191 934 8,126 16,606
POKA·lAMBRO TEL COOP INC 442131 4,671 . 3.099 2,464 2,740 2,639 766 3,406 6,994
RIVIERA TEL CO INC 442134 884 2,106 606 1,487 700 227 927 3.263
SOUTH PLAINS TEL COOP INC 442143 2,336 1,290 2,994 4,084 3,623 448 3,971 8,934

SOUTHWEST TEXAS TEL co 442136 3,616 3.242 2,366 1.966 2,699 487 3,086 4,298

SOUTHWESTERN BELL· TX 446216 87,432 73,847 4,276,396 4,496,228 6.081,292 2,292,113 7,373,406 9,836,499

SUGAR LAND TEL CO 442147 478 969 24,198 22,611 32,438 10,329 42,767 49,462

TATUM TEL CO 442160 42 196 603 2,038 664 126 790 4,468

TAYLOR TEL COOP INC 442161 1,966 2,164 4,686 7,111 4,940 692 6,632 16,666
TEXAS·ALLTEl, INC 442163 2,714 2,919 16,766 22,233 17,723 3.776 21,499 48,636

,
UNITED TEL CO OF TEXAS 442084 7,710 8,079 117,982 97,922 99,730 23,763 123,483 214,204

.J

) VALLEY TEL COOP INC 442169 7,390 6,8151 3,360 7.273 3,869 1,239 6,098 16,910

) WEST TEXAS RURAL TEL CO 442186 3,000 2,674 1,394 4,120 1,414 412 1,826 10,326
) WES-TEX TELEPHONE COOP I 442168 0 969 0 1,226 0 0 0 2,682

XIT RURAL TEL COOP INC. 442170 3,209 2,966 686 1,070 766 300 1,066 2,341
FCC BCM FCC BCM FCC FCC BCM

Datil Sources: Data Rllquest TXOTINI Data Request TXTLOTI Datil R.quest Data Request TXTLOTI
1.699 Col. I 1.169 Date&Cltlcs. Col. I 1.167 1.'7f Date&Clllcs. Col. N
(f9931 ,'990} ,'990} "9901 (t993} (f993} (t9S0}



ANALYSIS AND COMPARISON OF
BENCHMARK COST MODEL

This analysis was done to determine and quantify the impacts of the Benchmark Cost
Model (BCM) on individual companies. Universal Service Fund (USF) Data from the
October 1995 submission of3ctual 19931 is used to compare to the output of the SCM.
The BCM was rerun to elimirate the switching component of the data in order to
provide a comparable set of 'iata. The switching component was eliminated by
"zeroing out" the switching variables for the "Per line switch cost" and the "Fixed Cost
per switch" in the output wOr!;sheets of the BCM. The model was the recalculated and
the output extracted and sun'marized using the company name in the SCM. The
company name was used to :;ross reference the SCM data to the corresponding USF
data. Although in the majori1y of cases corresponding data was identified, there were
some instances where there was data in either the USF or BCM data and not in the
other. This may be due to a :quisitions/sales of companies/exchanges or it may be due
to mapping inconsistencies

There are a number of basic differences in the underlying data that should be
identified. These are:

• The USF data Includes both residence and business lines - The BCM
uses only the lumber of households from the Census Bureau data.

• The USF data is based on the average for the entire study area - The
BCM is based on computations at the census block group level and
summed up tc the closest identified wire center and then to the company
who owned th·.~ wire center.

• The USF data is based on actual data from the individual company's
records and books - The SCM data is based on a combination of Census
data, material cost, architecture, technology, and other model
assumptions egarding impact of terrain and placement costs.

The 1993 data was originally submitted in October, 1994. This revision
of the 1993 data was inclu jed with the original submission of the actual 1994 data.
This data includes both "CI 1st" and "average schedule" companies. "Cost" Companies
are indicated "C" and aver3ge Schedule companies are indicated by an "A" in the
Attachments. because thE average schedule companies only provide a limited amount
of data some of tbe comp,' risons may not be meaningful for those companies.
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DESCRIPTION OF COMPARISONS

ATTACHMENT 1

Attachment 1 provides a comparison of the average USF loop investment per loop to
the SCM average loop investment per household by company. For the SCM the
investment for each CSG was summarized by company and divided by the total number
of households. This compar Ison shows that there are significant differences for any
Individual company and eve 1 at a state level the differences range from the SCM data
being 49.6% higher to 68.9~) lower than the USF results.

ATTACHMENT 2

Attachment 2 is a compariscn of the average USF cost per loop to the SCM average
cost per household on a cOlnpany by company basis. The USF data is taken from the
October 1995 submission a 1993 data. The SCM loop cost for each CSG was
summarized by the compan ... identifier and divided by the total number of households to
determine an average SCM cost per household. Summaries were prepared for each
state and the individual statl3 averages combined on the Ex Parte information. Charts
show the number of compaldes that have differences in cost in various bands. For
example, for 336 companie', (22% of the total companies) the SCM average cost per
household is between 50% and 100% greater than the USF average cost per loop.

ATTACHMENT 3

Attachment 3 is a company by company comparison of the USF Annual Payment
to the amount of support calculated using the SCM at two different scenarios. The first
scenario is based on a $20 benchmark and the ARMIS-based annual cost factor. The
second scenario is based en a $40 benchmark and the MCI/Hatfield annual cost factor.
Summaries show that the l' SF Annual Payment, for the studied companies, is
approximately $686 Million The support requirement grows to $4,733 Million in the
SCM using a $20 benchmark and the ARMIS annual cost factor, while with a $40
benchmark and the MCI/Hatfield annual cost factor the support is $847 Million. It
should also be noted that tile distribution of the support amount varies significantly from
scenario to scenario. Whie the USF provides only 9.1 % of the total to Tier 1 Local
Exchange Carriers (LECs) (the RBOCs), the support to Tier 1 LECs increases to 41.4%
of the total in Scenario 2 81d is 36.0% in Scenario 3

Revised 2/19/96



ATTACHMENT 1

COMPARISON OF
UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND

LOOP INVESTMENT PER LOOP

TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL
LOOP INVESTMENT PER HOUSEHOLD

DETAIL BY COMPANY

Revised 2/19/96



UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL
Cost • SM %DlIIerence
OR LOOPINVI LOOPINVI CCJIIlP8"dTo Compared To
Ava LOOP HOUSEHOLD USF USF

ALABAMA LOOP ONLY - EXa.UDESSWIT~
c ALLTEL ALABAMA 1622.10 1030.15 -591.94 -38.5%

ARDMORE TEL CO INC 0.00 1261.98 1261.98 N/A
c BELLSOUTH TELECOMM INC - AL 1029.29 524.83 -504.46 -49.K

BELLSOUTH TELECOMM INC - GA 0.00 1401.93 1401.93 N/A
c BLOUNTSVILLE TEL CO INC 1616.35 1241.73 -374.62 -23.2111
A BRINDLEE MOUNTAIN TEL CO 0.00 969.84 969.84 N/A
c BUTLER TEL CO INC 1732.23 1911.89 179.66 10.4%
A CASTLEBERRY TEL CO INC 0.00 2290.99 2290.99 N/A
c .CONTEL OF THE SOUTH INC - Al .. 1425.59 1192.45 -233.13 -16.4%
A FARMERS TEL COOP INC 0.00 . ~77.99 117799 !lilA

c FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS OF ALABAMA 1324.42 0.00 -1324.42 -1 00.a..
A FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS OF LAMAR C 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
c FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOU 1341.05 0.00 -1341.05 -100.a..

FLORALA TEL CO - AL 0.00 1,706.16 1706.16 N/A
c GOSHEN TEL CO 2636.03 1651.92 -964.11 -37.3%
A GRACEBA TOTAL COMMUNICATIONS 0.00 1,292.33 1292.33 N/A
c GROVE HILL TEL CORP 1185.16 1,284.56 99.41 8.4%
c GTE SOUTH INC - Al 1,044.82 850.92 -193.89 -18.6%
c GULF TELCO 903.29 9n.59 74.30 8.2%
A HAYNEVILLE TEL CO INC 0.00 2096.13 2096.13 N/A
c HOPPER TEL CO 1 661.47 1,274.84 -386.63 -23.3%

INTERSTATE TEL CO 0.00 444.94 444.94 N/A
LAMAR COUNTY TEL CO 0.00 1,629.09 1629.09 N/A
MILLRY TEL CO

"~ -

1741.16c 2213.96 472.80 27.2%
c MON-CRE TEL COOP INC 1,480.28 1864.14 383.86 25.9%

MONROEVIllE TEL CO 0.00 1671.38 1671.38 N/A
A MOUNDVILLE TEL CO 0.00 2073.48 2073.48 N/A
A NATIONAL TEL CO OF ALABAMA 0.00 1814.56 1814.56 N/A
A NEW HOPE TEL COOP 0.00 1090.23 1090.23 N/A
A OAKMAN TEL CO INC 0.00 1559.91 1559.91 N/A
A ONEONTA TEL CO INC 0.00 801.79 801.79 N/A
c PEOPLES TEL CO INC 1474.58 1316.72 -157.87 -10.7%
c PINE BELT TEL CO INC 2078.55 2030.86 -47.69 -2.3%
c RAGLAND TEL CO INC 1661.44 1399.52 -261.92 -15.8%
A ROANOKE TEL CO INC 0.00 866.65 886.65 N/A

SOUTHLAND TEL CO - AL 0.00 2085.05 2085.05 N/A
SOUTHLAND TEL CO - Fl 0.00 769.29 769.29 N/A

A UNION SPRINGS TEL CO INC 0.00 1939.42 1939.42 N/A
VALLEY TEL CO INC 0.00 525.57 525.57 N/A

Total ALABAMA 1067.20 695.49 -371.71 -34.8%
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UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL
Cost IlIf I'll our.rence %DtIrenInce
OR LOOPINVI LOOPIWI CCJI'I1INIredTo CCJI'I1INIredTo
Ava LOOP HOUSEHOLD USF USF

ARIZONA LOOP OM.V • EXCLUDES SWITCHING
c ARIZONA TEL CO 1621.19 6577.18 4955.99 305.7111
c CITIZENS UTILITIES RURAL CO INC 1278.79 1049.76 -229.03 -17.9111
C CONTEL OF CA INC. -11/. 1265.02 2004.34 739.32 58.4111
c CONTELOF THEVVEST-1I/. 1736.02 1,694.29 -41.73 -2.4111
c FORT MOJAVE TELECOM INC -11/. 6184.42 1718.62 -4465.80 -72.2111
c GILA RIVER TELECOMM INC 3510.22 1,752.62 -1157.40 -50.1111
c MIDVALE TELEPHONE EXCHANGE INC.-ARI 3103.30 0.00 -3103.30 -100.0111
c MOUNTAIN BELL -11/. 874.46 361.17 -493.29 -56.4111

MOUNTAIN BELL - NM 0.00 1708.22 1708.22 N/A
MOUNTAIN BELL - UT 0.00 . 379.83 379.83 N/A~

c NAVAJO COMMUNICATIONS CO.-1I/. 2315.92 3624.74 1308.62 58.5111
SOUTH CENTRAL UTAH TEL ASSN INC 0.00 4159.58 4159.58 N/A

c SOUTHWESTERN TEL CO 517.89 4920.49 4402.80 850.1111
c TOHONO O'ODHAM UTILITY AUTHORITY 2640.80 6839.58 4198.78 159.0111
c UNIVERSAL TEL CO OF SOUTHWEST (AZ) 1289.10 2443.19 1154.09 89.5111
c VALLEY TEL COOP INC. AZ 3011.19 4615.11 1663.92 55.3111

Total ARIZONA 912.71 514.49 -398.22 -43.6%

~-"..".
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UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL
Cost IlIE Ia DItferenc:e %DIt'Ierenc:e
OR LOOP IfNI LOOP IfNI Compared To CompIIt'IIdTo
Ava LOOP HOUSEHOLD USF USF

ARKANSAS LOOP ONLY· EXCLUDES SWITCHING
c ALLTEL ARKANSAS INC 1709.81 1,630.68 -79.15 -4.Mt

ALLTEL MISSOURI INC 0.00 3833.72 3833.72 N/A
c ARKANSAS TELCO INC 1216.53 1566.25 349.73 26.7%
c CENTRAL ARKANSAS TEL COOP INC 1,463.89 1839.02 375.13 25.6%
c CENTURY TELEPHONE OF ARKANSAS INC 1723.67 1795.40 71.72 4.2CIL
c CENTURY TELEPHONE OF SOUTH ARKANS~ 3225.61 0.00 -3225.61 -100.0%
c CLEVELAND COUNTY TEL CO INC 1996.69 2193.25 196.57 9.8%
c CONTEL OF ARKANSAS INC DBA GTE AR 1521.99 1 191.30 -330.70 -21.7'"
c CONTEL OF KANSAS INC - AR 939.73 973.61 33.88 3.6'"

~ -
CONTEL of Me iNC OBA GiE MO 0.00 ~ • .299.02 1299.02 N/A

c DECATUR TEL CO 1 145.83 1,362.43 216.60 llf9'i
A E. RITTER TEL CO 0.00 1 130.47 1130.47 N/A
C GTE SOUTHWEST INC - AR 1355.93 1,219.39 -136.54 -10.1'"
A LAVACA TEL CO - AR 0.00 1002.09 1002.09 N/A
c MADISON COUNTY TEL CO INC 1265.66 2246.10 980.45 n.S'"
A MAGAZINE TEL CO 0.00 1,927.44 1927.44 N/A
c MOUNTAIN HOME TEL CO INC 1237.18 751.10 -486.08 -39.3'"
A MOUNTAIN VIEW TEL CO 0.00 1,682.62 1682.62 N/A
c NORTHERN ARKANSAS TEL CO 1235.04 1873.95 638.91 51.7'"
c PERCOTELCO 1,633.54 1765.09 131.55 8.1'"
A PRAIRIE GROVE TEL CO 0.00 1 073.60 1073.60 N/A
c REDFIELD TEL CO INC 1456.18 1326.69 -129.49 -8.9'"
A RICE BELT TEL CO 0.00 2,468.88 2468.88 N/A
c SCOTT COUNTY TELEPHONE CO 6253.n 4017.59 -2236.17 -35.8'"
c SOUTH ARKANSAS TEL CO INC 1428.84 2570.91 1142.07 79.9'"
c SOUTHWEST ARKANSAS TEL COOP INC 1886.84 1 011.52 -875.32 -46.4'"
c SOUTHWESTERN BELL - AR 1,103.98 614.61 -489.37 -44.3%
c TRI-COUNTY TEL CO INC 1724.65 2,379.04 654.38 37.9ClIl

UNION TEL CO INC 0.00 2752.74 2752.74 N/A
c WALNUT HILL TEL CO 1848.75 1,703.65 -145.10 -7.8'"
c YELCOT TEL CO 1368.43 1281.93 -86.50 -6.3'"
c YELL COUNTY TEL CO INC 926.13 2021.67 1095.54 118.3'"

Total ARKANSAS 1216.86 913.88 -303.18 -24.9ClIl

Revised 21191'96



UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL
Cost
OR
Avg

IlIE
LOOPINVI

LOOP

Ia
LOOPINVI

HOUSEHOLD

DlII'eNnce 1%
CCIIIIfI8Nd To ICompaNd To

USF USF

CALIFORNIA LOOP ONL.Y .!XCLUDESSWlTCRIRlJ
c ICALAVERASTELCO
c ICALIFORNIA-OREGON TEL CO
c ICITIZENS UTILITIES CO OF CA
c ICONTEL OF CA INC. - CA
c ICP NATIONAL TEL SERVICE CO· CA
c IDUCOR TEL CO
c IEVANS TEL CO
c IFORESTHILL TEL CO INC
c IGTE CO OF CA
C IHAPPY'VALLEY TEL CO
c IHORNITOS TEL CO
c IKERMAN TEL CO
c IPACIFIC BELL· CA
c IPINNACLES TEL CO .
c IPONDEROSA TEL CO
c IROSEVILLE TEL CO
c ISIERRA TEL CO INC
c ISISKIYOU TEL CO

TEL UTILITIES OF EASTERN OREGON INC
c ITUOLUMNE TEL CO
c IVOLCANO TEL CO
c IWEST COAST TEL CO OF CALIFORNIA
c IWINTERHAVEN TEL CO

Total CALIFORNIA

1.650.94
1.693.08
1.533.55
1.208.43
1.418.38
1.643.79

954.45
1.655.84

944.35
2.387.35
2.787.82

907.50
663.06

2.024.34
2.319.50

854.24
1.752.58
2.051.20

0.00
2.899.66
1.204.10
1.217.73
2.469.67

733.68

1.013.46
3.440.55
1,160.90

930.30
1,318.33
2.071.23

428.37
1.601.30

391.17
1.628.07

544.23
469.98
390.49

1.160.56
2.692.24

393.71
1.080.30
3.013.12
5.574.23
1.792.01

649.73
734.46

1.645.75
416.09

-637.48
1747.47
-3n.65
-278.14
-100.05
427.44

-528.08
-54.35

-553.19
-741.28

-2243.59
-437.52
-m.57
-863.78
3n.74

-460.53
-672.29
961.92

5574.23
-1107.65

-354.37
-483.27
-843.91
-317.59

N/A

-38.,",
103.~

-24.ft
-23.K
-7.1"
28.ft
-55.ft
-3.ft

-58.'"
-31.ft
-80.5"
-48.~

-41.1 ..
-42.7"
16.1"

-53.ft
-38.4"
46.ft

-38.2lft
-29.4"
-39.7lft
-33.ft
-43.3"
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UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL
cost - IQt Dltrerene:e

" 0ffI'erenceOR LOOPIWI LOOPINVI Compared To Compared To
Avg LOOP HOUSEHOLD USF USF

COLORADO LOOP OM.V • EXCLUDES
A AGATE TELCO 0.00 7386.01 7386.01 N/A
c BIG SANDY TELECOM INC 2347.66 4163.35 1815.69 n,3,.
c BIJOU TEL COOP ASSN INC 972.89 2619.45 1646.56 169.8
c BLANCA TEL CO 1,960.08 3752.15 1792.07 91.4"
c COLUMBINE TEL CO 2560.60 4538.07 19n,47 n,8
c DELTA COUNTY TELE·COMM INC 1,115.11 1954.04 838.93 75.8
c EAGLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS INC 1520.34 3863.45 2343.11 154.1"
c EASTERN SLOPE RURAL TEL ASSN INC 1,693.65 3,452.86 1759.20 103.9OJI
c EL PASO COUNTY MUTUAL TEL CO 2097.66 3797.43 1699.n 81.00JI
c FARMERS TEL CO INC 280;.34 7702.56 4895.24 1744,.
C HAXTUN TEL CO 1339.76 2512.62 1172.87 87.5"
c MOUNTAIN BELL - CO 803.18 556.80 ·246.38 -30.7"
c NUCLA·NATURITA TEL CO 1460.81 3610.50 2149.68 147.8
c NUNNTELCO 2015.76 2312.55 296.79 14.7"

PACIFIC TELECOM INC. 0.00 2174.93 2174.93 N/A
c PEETZ COOP TEL CO 1516.90 3971.63 2454.92 161.8"
A PHILLIPS COUNTY TEL CO 0.00 1653.23 1653.23 N/A
A PINE DRIVE TEL CO 0.00 1764.64 1764.84 N/A
c PLAINS COOP TEL ASSN INC 1,8n,62 5546.15 3668.53 195,4,.
C RICO TELCO 928.07 4898.33 3970.26 427.8"
c ROGGEN TEL COOP CO 3984.80 3450.06 -534.74 ·13.4"
c RYE TEL CO INC 1946.46 3269.93 1323.47 68.00JI
A STONEHAM COOP TEL CO 0.00 6247.06 6247.06 N/A
C STRASBURG TEL CO 980.16 2461.23 1481.07 151.1"
c SUNFLOWER TEL CO INC· CO 2833.63 6031.09 3197.46 112.8"

UNION TEL CO 0.00 10147.47 10147.47 N/A
c UNIVERSAL TEL CO OF COLORADO 1512.84 2901.75 1388.91 91.8"
c WIGGINS TEL ASSN 1798.17 4408.18 2610.01 145.1"
A WILLARD TEL CO 0.00 3,560.27 3560.27 N/A

Total COLORADO 817.08 675.29 ·141.79 ·17.4,.
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UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL
Cost IlIE Ia DItferenc:e .. Dftrerence
OR LOOPINVI LOOPINVI Compared To Compared To
Avg LOOP HOUSEHOLD USF USF

CONNECTICUT LOOP ONLY· EXCLUDES SWITCHING
NEW YORK TEL CO· CT 0.00 296.95 296.95 N/A
NEW YORK TEL CO. NY 0.00 367.09 367.09 NlA

c SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND TEL CO • CT 751.88 435.00 -316.88 -42.1%
A WOODBURY TEL CO 0.00 758.26 758.26 N/A

Total CONNECTiCUT 751.88 436.93 -314.95 -41.9%
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UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL
Cost UlE IHi.M DIIrerenc:e .. DIfIerenc:e
OR LOOP INVI LOOP INYI Compared To Compared To
Ava LOOP HOUSEHOLD USF USF

DElAWARE LOOP ONLY - EXCLUDES SWITCHING
c DIAMOND STATE TEL - DE 727.96 549.03 -178.93 -24.6%

Total DELAWARE 727.96 549.03 -178.93 -24.6%
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UNNERSAL SERVICE FUND DATA
COMPARED TO

BENCHMARK COST MODEL
Cost UII: jgt DIf'Ierence

'" DIf'IerenceOR LOOPINVI LOOPINVI Compared To COIIIpMIdTo
Ava LOOP HOUSEHOLD USF USF

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA LOOP OM.Y • EXCLUD!S SWITCHING
c CHESAPEAKE &POTOMAC TEL CO OF DC - 233.64 162.79 -70.85 -30.3'16

CHESAPEAKE &POTOMAC TEL CO OF MD - 0.00 76.36 76.36 NfA
CHESAPEAKE &POTOMAC TEL CO OF VA • 0.00 99.23 99.23 NfA

Total DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 233.64 160.93 -n.72 -31.1 '16
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